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Tom Zuckerm~n - Repre~entiz~ the Central Delta Water Agency

¯ Refreshing to look ~t a docum~t ~t st~s off
ra~ ~ ~ h~der~ce

¯ Co~ a~s ~ ~~ves
Ddta. ~ approa~ ~~es ~e need ~r I~ solu~o~

¯ Leav~ morn wamr o~ 8~d q~

¯ ~ver~g water ups~ of ~e Ddm ~s ~y dem~i~ ~o~ prac~caL
.

F£x can’t include an bolated facility or upstream transfers. Approaches that deal
with the Delta as a common pool of water that are worthy of Pu_~her study

Consensus is developin~ around habitat and levee issues. Concentrate on thia~
for which there is common agreement. Don’t want prior political contests to arise
again
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¯ Important to look at the Dalm from a.safe-yield point of view. Is there a way to
bu~d more stora~ or increase supply ~o ~!mt the expectations of people who rely
upon "the system can be met?

,    Need to think of priorities for use before selecting projects

Adrienne Alvord - Califomla Alliance £oz Family Farmers

¯ Something to like and. dislike in all of the alternatives

¯ Solutions should not have negative socioeconomic or envlronmental impacts on
rural communi~es. State and Fads must guarantee mitigation of impacts that do
arise - part of true cost of the solution

¯ Need better understanding of how alternatives will be implemented before they
can be evaluated for their effects

¯ Favor Bay-Delta habitat and upstream restoration

¯ Want two principles incorporated into solutions where possible: central role in
Imbitat restoration and improvement activities should be given to loca!
comrnunRies and labor and implement restoration by working with existing
landowners

¯ I~coumgement of wildlife hqextdly agricultural practices is~ood

¯ Favor zeduction in effects of diversions on fish, improvements in system
reliability, reduction in export .reliance

¯ Urbandemand management needs to be approached far more aggressively

¯ Too much emphasis on transfers to improve supply predictability. Need more
disctmslon o~ the e~fect~, of the different types o~ transfers. Transfers m-’e not a yes
or no decision because there are many types. We don’t know how much sttrplus
Water exists to be transIerred. Water r~ht~, transaction costs, and monitoring are
issuem Third party impacts is key to us - taking water out of communities where
the community depends on water availability ~r their livelihoods. The critical
question is how transfers would be Implemented

¯ Very Concerned about rural economic and environmental consequences i~
document is interpreted as an endorsement o~ water rrmrketing

¯ Alternatives 4 and 5 seem most workable as starting points because of their
emphasis on habitat restoration
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Demand management emphasis b good, but the alterruttives place too much
erapl~sis on transfers

Don’t ~favor solutions that call for l~rge, ~ conveyance facilities until there is
a better idea of how water woful be used

¯ A new approach to water management is needed. Past technical fixes have failed
in some way. None o~ the core alternatives deal with our priorities for water or
how it should be used. Should be moving toward reform, rationalization, and
increased democratic inclusiveness in water policy decisionmaking

Gary Bobker - San F~artcisco Bay Institttte

¯ ~ staff has done good lob of ~g pieces together

¯ No restoration activities downstream of the Delta must be expanded

¯ Alternatives address water diversion management, but options are centered on
Delta export. Need to look. at 1~ow to manipulate or modify Rrrting or amount of
upstream diversions to provide ecosystem benefits

¯ Flow volume and timing have riot been integrated into the alteraatives.
Quantifying flow volumes and timing is premature at this time, but important to
identify the desired states - a narrative description of where we want to get to in
order to evaluate how aiterrmtives provide opportunities to enh_m-a~e flow
conditions for the environment

¯ Premature to start comparing one alternative to another. More foundation work
is needed to identify and articulate objectives from which a solid core of
management actiort5 can be built to move toward the objectives

¯ Growing co~.sensus for comprehensive ecosystem restoration and demand
management as core element of all the alternatives. This approach isn’t
adequately represented in the alternatives as yet and could be the most important
thing to work oft. The tools are there, but they are not integrated into a master
ecosystem recover plan needed for a s’accessful long-term solution. Need to start
wi~ thb vision and take an aggressive approach

¯ Som~ key elements are not included in all the alternatives that reflect the core
action approach. Many ecosystem elements are simply restatements of the
objectives. Need to articulate in much greater detail how far we wm~t to go.
Need indications of the scope of activity (i.e. percentages) or Reed performance
measures. Can’t evaluate adequacy of any alternatives without this

¯ Demand managerneRt must be incorporated throug1~out all of the alternatives.
Only a few alterrmtives have .the full range of eggresslve conservation,
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redamatiort, financial measures, etc. needed f~r successful demand management
approach, Yalse dichotomy set up between demand management and other
approaches - not a good way to proceed, Need to build on demand management
wfth other approaches in order to compare benefits

¯ Aggressive approaches to source control for protecting water quality are an
extremely important element that is hcking ~om some of the alternatives

¯ Concerned about assuming that an easily identified threshold level at which the
ecosystem is sa~ exists and that all the water irt the system is surplus to that.
Will be difficult to ever make that d..eterminafion

Rich~-’d Denton - Contra Costa Water Disi~Ict

¯ Alternatives do cover fi.fll range of solutions fi-orn the "insufficient to the wildly
ambitloRs"

¯ Alternatives should be bundled in an additive or cumulative manner to help with
understanding. Build alternatives up with particular actions/approaches ~,om
common foundatiort~

l~ew alternatives address pumping when there is water available and reducing
diversions when there ’isn’t

¯ Like upstream and downstream storage, thmu~ Delha/common pool - helps
guarantee that in-Delta quality is maintained

¯ Dislike #8 and #9 - potential ~or degraded Delta water quality

¯ Not too interested in in-Delta storage - release of orgarfics could be a problem

¯ Storage should be upstream of the Delia to provide mitigation and environmental
Rows ~r the Delta. Downstream storage also needed to allow timing flexibility
for diversions

¯ Need to Link environmental restoration with hcilities and water supply
enhancement

¯ Concerned about isolated facilities. Need to study ~ detail, If infeasible, idea
rteeds to be discarded as an alten’tative

¯ Upstream and downstream storage is implied in Lhe alternatives, but needs to be
stated ,specifically

¯ ¯ A joint water users/~rough Delta alternative is art improvement on alternative
#11. It has a combination of Delta restoration and improving conveyance ability
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tl~ough the Delta, This idea deserves det~ed evalu~ior~

Miller - Co~ul~nt for Del~-Mendo~S~ L~ Wa~r Au~oHW

S~on~ly suppo~ ~e p~ocess - i~ essays1

S~ppo~ large ~cale ~plem~on o~ ecos~ ~estora~ ~ upset, ~d
do~~ of ~e ~

¯ Suppor~ vigorous program of demand n’m.ru~gement

¯ Too little attention on decline in fish food species ku areas that are unaffected by
CVP operations. Could be a toxics problem. If so, ecosystem restoration will not
be successful

¯ Process should focus on the Delta, not try to solve g~eater California supply
problems

¯ Much excess water in the system that i~’t beiz~g captured. Need to build
something to capture that water

¯ Most alternatives fail _to address the three key objectives of water users: 1)
opporturdty to get hold of excess water to meet reasor~ble future needs) 2) not
enough emphasis on drinking water quality; snd 3) levee stability problems
(normal failures and earthqtm.ke-induced failure). Rehabilitat£r~ levees as
proposed doesn’t address earthquake f~ure

¯ I~ the Delta problem is solved, the whole system will open up to trar~fers because
because water buyers and sellers will have more confideRce t1"mt use of t~e water
will not be restricted

Nat Bingham - Pacific Coast Federation of Fisherman’s Assoc~tions

¯ Have captured general ranges of possible alternatives

- Inverse relationship between Delta exports and fish productivity

¯ Don’t get distracted by an i11usion that there is a magic window in fish n~gration
when fish are not there and pumping is safe. Be cautious with alternatives that
assume that pumpir~g is safe because fish aren’t presertt

¯ Using habitat restoration ~o in’tprove fish production arid reduce impacts from
entrainment caused by pumping is not a sound way to marutge ~sheries. Better
approach is to keep Bsh away ~rom intakes or to coroserve water to improve
certainty of the system arid thus help stabilize fisheries
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¯ Abernatives do no~ generally enhance upstream water supply reliability or resolve
environmental problems upstream, but focus on ~creasing reliability for southern
California

¯ Improving water supplies for expor rs without regard to upstream water users
may direct most of the hnpact for ~emperature control, releases, Delta water
quality, or habitat restoration prLmarily to upstream users - ~ is not equitable

¯ A~ordability very critical in northern CaEfornia where ability to pay for elaborate
solutions is minimal, especially where little benefit is derived and additional
impacts am possible

¯ Developing additiorual water supplies in northern California is critical to the
durability of a Delta solution

¯ Alternatives must be consistent with water rights ~nd area of origin laws

COMMENTS FROM THE CLOSING SESSION

Will .there be enough time in the schedule to complete all the activities? How
flexible is the schedule?

¯ When are comments due?

- What is the relationship be.~een CALFED and SBg00?

¯ Narrow the range of alternatives by cuttizag and combining from the boWom up

. In costing out alternatives, will you evaluate economics and benefits derived?

¯ By the t~rte you get to your three alternatives for environmenta! assessment, will
you have put together the cost information? Will you have established allocation
~ad repayment procedures?
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Commercial ar~ recreational fisheries have an impac~ on anadromous fish. Core
adion~n page three should reflect this. Very concerned about over fishing and
protected species

Strongly. supports adclit~oral monitoring and adaptive management

Pete Rhodes - Metropolitan Water District

¯ CALFED Program h~ provided a good start towards a long-range solution

¯ Real-time monitoring and philosophy of adaptive management is good

Urban water users n.,eed ~ primary things from a long-term fix: 1) a more
reliable water supply; 2) improved water quality; and 3) a sustainable biological
system

¯ Reliability should be based on storage during wet years and conservation during
droughts. Conveyance and storage are critical during wetter periods. What will
the rules be for moving water through the system? Evaluation of effectiveness
of all alternatives for conveyance and storage needs to be refined

¯ Drinking water standards must be met. Source quality and treatment are the
biggest issues

¯ Need comprehens£ve framework f-or restor£ng the Delta system. This is not
reflected in the alternatives as strongly as necessary-

CALFED Program needs to integrate existing activities ~nd provide a framework
for management of the ecosystem

¯ Pnvg~am needs strong provisions to deal with polluSon, toxics, legal and illegal
fishing, watershed management, and other non-flow facto~

¯ Amount and distribution of habitat restoration is too limited. Greater variety of
restora%ion approaches is needed

Blend extensive habitat restoration with a through Delta alternative. The
altematlves don’t reflect this and it needs to be evaluated

Jeff Jaraczeski - Northern California Wa~er Association

¯ The alternatives or a variation of them can provide a comprehensive, affordable,
consensus alternative that addresses water supply and environmen~l issues
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